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to suppress victim’s in-court identification of defendant; whether trial court
improperly failed to suppress victim’s identifications of defendant under article
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accessory; whether evidence was sufficient to prove that defendant acted as princi-
pal during robbery; whether trial court abused its discretion in denying motion
to disqualify trial judge, who had presided at prior trial of defendant’s accomplice,
ruled on accomplice’s motion to suppress and indicated admiration for victim
who testified against accomplice and against defendant.
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